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Dear Paul, 

Thank you for sending your supplementary draft re the 
JFK head movements, with related enclosures. This is the 
first chance I hairs had to make response, 'out time will not 
allow me to go to any great length. 

To be perfectly honest, I am becoming forever disillusioned 
with your work on this matter. I think you do no justice to 
the subject, underscore many significant points, rely on 
thouroughly unreliable tests, and throw around the terms 
•probably* , "likely "possible," etc., in a manner conducive 
to supporting only what you want supported, without regard 
to fact or real "probability.* 

I have just finished reading Dick’s last two letters to 
you and I hardly think I could provide better, mors 
firm criticisms. Dick 13 a very serious and reliable main with 
whom you must reckon, hy impression is that you have 
attempted to replace his sound advice on ballistics (and t2Hs 
information is not his exclusively} go to any compe frant 
forensic pathologist or hunter) with very tenuous hypothetical 
situations the magic of which makes 399 sesm credible. 

Take a glaring example— -paragraphs 2 and 3 of p. 15 of your 
draft. Here you suggest, in response to Dick’s arguments 
about the fine fragments, that those dustlike particles 
could have bean deposited by a "larger fragment.. .as It passed 
forward in the head." You add that you*do not find it 
implausible that a fragment could deposit small, slow moving 
XJ&JipJSMK particles along its path in such a fashion." 

Your larger fragment is a solid piece of load} it has to 
break up in some way so that very very tiny pieces come off of 
it. Now, do you really think brain matter 13 going to 
cause places of lead to come off of a larger piece as it 
rams through the brain? 

Thera is only one way which I can imagine this happening. 
That is if little men with little shovels dug the lead out 
as the fragment went by. 

If you assert that the fragment was moving fast enough 
to cause such a breakup (and "fast enough" according to very 
authoritative texts and experts starts up around 2,500 f.p.s.) 
you will have to tell me how a secondary missile got to move 
so fast when the primary missile travelled about 6 or 7,000 
f.p.s. slower. 

Were the little raen with their shovels pushing it? 
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I do not; mean to be sarcastic* But I am quits offended 
by by terribly logical sounding arguments which don’t mean 
shit in real application. Some of your offerings bring to 
mind Specter* s arguments in defending the S3T— you ‘know, 
about tumbling through the wrist so to scrape a little metal oflSf 
the base, etc. 

Also, re reeling your own ignorance by calling the typical, 
eomrpnpiaoa bullets Disk mentioned "special bullets" and 
bottom, "unusual hypothetical special bullets," you blandly assert 
p.19 —that "It is not at all obvious that the cluster of fine 
fragments is consistent with & shot from the front. 8 
Had you said the opposite, I still would have thought you 
drastically misstating the issue. 

Xou argue further that the weight of the framents could 
constitute that of a ballot. If they did, I would not 
believe it. Consider all the brain tissue that was pumped out— 
in the car, from the hit. and in the hospital. Think of 
all tho metal which must have been in that. 

Ha your 10/29 letter to me: 

’ It is nice to know that the’ problem of the exact interval 
between 2 frames does not bother you. It is also nice to 
know that the problems of whether a taped-up melon simulates 
a human head and whether a fast hunting bullet simulates 
a slower military bullet do not bother you either. But 
Isn’t that irrelevant? For it seems to me that what might 
significantly alter your "conelus ions’* Is net a source of bother 
to you. 



Well it bothers me. I believe Harold explained to you 
that an error of 100$ is possible. I stress again that all we 
have ar® ESTIMATES as to how long the shutter stays open and 
how long it stays closed, estimates based on varying AVERAGED, 
that you see no evidence of fluctuations is hardly reassuring. 

I see such evidence. I see it when in certain frames the 
moving objects are streaked and tha still ones are clear (e.g. 

227 many others). This means the shutter was open 
long enough fox' moving objects to appear as streaks for those 
frames while others wars exposed short enough for there to be 
no streaking* This is just one indicator. 

If I believed even I tele with all its high-falutln* equipment 
could plot the position of the oar with enough accuracy 
to judge fluctuations, I might put some credence in your 
assurance that your plotting shows no fluctuation. 

It is also nice to know that Thompson’s data is “smooth," I 
have little doubt that he planned it that way. If he didn’t, 
than perhaps you could tell me how ha got measurements from 
reference points which do not show up in certain frames "mansured"? 
If you argue that ha could have accounted for this by using 
"control" frames, you will have to explain how this could^ work 
when the measurements of certain fixed distances vary in his 
table o 
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X do not quite understand your argument as to why you 
don't think the forward motion of the head could have oasis from 
a front shot. Let me illustrate ay conception with a 
simple diagrams (this In somewhat exaggerated) 
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I have nothing more to say at this point. If I seem 
harsh, it is not a personal reflection* I merely think your 
work on this point is utterly deficient, utterly wrong* 

I think you have demonstrated nothing except your own nlavlty 
on these matters. If these "tests'* are made public , I hardly 
need remind you of their potential find probably consequences! 



I learned the hard way that the importance of this topic 
and the ipSSEE political significance are too great for 
individuals to put forth erroneous and unreliable work, 
no matter how much pefonal sacrifice was involved, how much 
ego tripping, how much pride. So, I know It is not easy for 
you to go against your work or to disassociate yourself 
from It. 

But X sincerely 'believe you must. 





Best, 



Howard Hoffman 







